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BOOK REVIEWS
REVIEW AND CRITIQUE OF
GREAT LAKES-GREAT LEGACY?
THEODORE E. COLBURN et al.
The Conservation Foundation, Washington D.C., and The Institute
for Research on Public Policy, Ottawa, Ontario. 1990.
Introduction, xliii; 301 pages; paper.
This review first tells what Great Lakes-Great Legacy? is about and
offers an assessment. Next, a critique suggests several opportunities missed.
The Foreword outlines important principles and postures brought to
the study by The Conservation Foundation and The Institute for Research
on Public Policy. Some general conclusions outlined in the Foreword and
detailed in the report address how, since the 1970s, the United States and
Canada have initiated "intensive rehabilitative efforts" for the Great Lakes,
and state that, consequently, environmental conditions have improved.
However, the report also notes that the environmental conditions in the
area continue to jeopardize the health of basin inhabitants, and warns
that the situation in the Great Lakes should be "heeded globally." Furthermore, the report addresses the economy vs. the environment issue,
stating that conflict is not inevitable, and goes on to call for a new agenda
that would do more than "traditional pollution control and natural resource
agencies" have done.
The Overview, following the Foreword, describes "An Ecosystem In
Trouble." It opens on the note that "the environment of the Great Lakes
is still in trouble," and ends by finding that the "overwhelming conclusion
of Great Lakes, Great Legacy? . . . is that neither country is spending

enough, or doing enough, to check the insidious long-term decline of the
Great Lakes ecosystem."
In between, it holds that the environmental crisis is clearly evident to
the 35 million inhabitants of the basin, and identifies some of the problems
(for example, 42 areas of concern, primarily urban and industrial; closed
beaches; loss of wetlands; 80,000 small lakes in the basin slowly dying
from acid rain; long range atmospheric deposition of chemicals such as
PCBs and DDT and toxaphene-"carried perhaps several thousand miles";
mounting contamination of underground water from leaching chemicals
dumped on the land; and the fact that the plight of aquatic species, fish
*Editors Note: The Critique added to this review contains useful and interesting institutional memory
on two major elements of the CF/IRPP Report. One concerns a basic purpose of the Report; the
other concerns the ultimate definition of the Great Lakes Ecosystem for long term management.
While they are termed as "missed opportunities," they also support and give heightened meaning
to the general goals of these two elements of the Report.
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eating birds, and some land animals that spend part or all of their lives
in the Great Lakes region is ominous). Additionally, the Overview: directs
attention to the fact that human well-being cannot be divorced from the
fate of Great Lakes wildlife; explains the process of "biomagnification"
and its effects; and notes the effects of the chemicals introduced into the
Great Lakes on normal cell functions of animals in laboratory examinations.
How are these and -other matters of the environment to be managed?
The Overview sets out the tasks. All governments in both countries must.
take urgent steps in order to reverse long-term degradation. This would
mean that the governments would have to "anticipate and prevent problems ...in the first place." Economic policies should be designed so
that government and the private sector will adopt processes that produce
less waste, thereby eliminating the problem of what to do with waste
once it is produced. Furthermore, the impact of human activity on the
ecosystem as a whole must be reduced to ensure the region's long-term
environmental well-being.
0 The Overview also acknowledges the difficulty of the situation:
1. [H]uge residual problems ... must be confronted;
2. Canada and the United States have already (done) the easy to
do. The next generation of steps will be more complex and much
more expensive.
3. [A]ction will require unprecedented international cooperation.
...A response difficult to achieve . . .[even] among agencies of
government within one country;
4. [M]aybe . . .even the most stringent .. .control measures
and restrictions on ecologically destructive development will not be
enough. The challenge ... may require ... changes in life style.
[T]he environment must become a mainstream economic issue...
[of public and private managers, and not only to] those directly
charged with environmental protection."
It goes on to point out the lack of understanding regarding the "severity
of environmental perils," the "absence of foresight to anticipate crises,"
and the lack of strong "political leadership willing to stand tall for the
environment," as well as the need for a financially committed public.
This brief summary of the 43 introductory pages to the Report (Foreword) and Overview help to evaluate the whole. All the right words and
philosophies are present (man must adjust to nature; degradation has been
several centuries in the making; the task ahead is monumental; to succeed
everything must change-life styles, institutions, economies, environmental concerns must be given preference-, the task is global and the
Great Lakes case has global implications, and political will must stand
tall). Except for the few points made next, the Report does what it set
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out to do: arrange the existing data with appropriate explanations, supplemented by very good graphics, to promote public understanding of
environmental trends and help identify the need for new policies and
programs.
Although confronted with this monumental effort, one might hazard a
few comments. Isn't the history of Great Lakes environmental degradation
the history of the rise of human civilization everywhere, where the rise
has been above the sustenence level? Isn't it likely that challenges comparable to those facing the Great Lakes region would be found on most
parts of the earths surface 740 miles from north to south, 940 miles from
east to west, covering 300,000 square miles and committed to modem
industrial development? Isn't it likely that all the right words and philosophies expressed above, which reflect the current state of the evolution
of modem human understanding to the human environment, apply elsewhere-everywhere-as well? Except for exhorting the public, the governments, and society generally to "do more-do it better-do it faster-and
be sure that everything that is done is connected through the ecological
web of the Great Lakes Ecosystem, has the Report provided, or has it
denied, any hope for future success? If the same essential tasks, and if
the same level of commitments are required everywhere, what is the
liklihood of success anywhere, given the obstacles posed in the Report?
These comments suggest that the global environmental context (within
which the Great Lakes is an important piece, but a small piece nevertheless) should have been made more visible to assist readers in placing
Great Lakes problems, progress, and prospects in perspective.
In the absence of such a perspective, how does one judge the positive
actions, as well as the limits to action, of the governments in the Great
Lakes. Where are the realities that yield hope reported-for example, the
massive efforts undertaken by both Canada and the United States in the
past quarter century, often in quick follow-up with new scientific knowledge? If the public is satisfied with "read my lips" fiscal policy, and
resulting environmental and regulatory limitations, as they have shown
at the ballot box, is exhortation to "more" the best advice that can be
offered? Why wasn't more attention given to the efforts of the International
Joint Commission (IJC) and both governments to broaden the scope of
a working Great Lakes Ecosystem and to establishing priorities to guide
realistic programs in overcoming the ecological disaster?
Notwithstanding these comments, the overriding value of a Report that
deals holistically with the state of the Lakes is a major contribution. The
development of a logical approach to the complex and interrelated issues
and conditions as a precursor to the development of solutions has long
been sought, and is an approach which the two governments have successfully avoided for decades.
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The next part of the review, the critique, discusses two opportunities
missed: one that would have helped push the governments to authorize
an official State of the Lakes Report from a Great Lakes perspective; and
a second that could have made a contribution to the early adoption of a
New Agenda for the Long-Term Management of the Great Lakes on an
Integrated Ecosystem Basis.
The Foreword provides the best insight into the Reports purposes. They
are:
(1) that "Foundation staff believed that data about environmental
conditions in the Great Lakes Basin were plentiful but needed to be
better organized and made more accessible to decision makers and
the public; a single, well-documented volume would promote public
understanding of environmental trends and help identify needs for
new policies and programs";
(2) that" IRPP staff came to the study with a conviction that there
is no necessary conflict between the economy and the environment
. .."and "that in the long run there can be no successful economic
structure built on continuing degradation of the environment and
depletion of the renewable resource base.. . .IRPPsought to explain
these linkages between economic development and environmental

quality in the Great Lakes Basin, to identify the need for greater
integrationof environmental considerationswith economic decisions
affecting agriculture, energy and other societal investments"; and
(3) that "IRPP emphasized the importance of institutionalstructures to assure widespread involvement and participation in community decisions and action to deal with these issues" (emphasis
added)
With respect to (1), Foundation staff are to be complimented for identifying the needed task and for undertaking its presentation. In view of
the complexity of the Great Lakes situation, not the least of which is its
bi-nationality, it would seem that the governments of Canada and the
United States should have come to the same conclusion and authorized
such a report during the twenty years since the Water Quality Agreement
was signed in 1972.
The two governments have no excuse for not having addressed the
need to prepare a comprehensive report from a Great Lakes Perspective
as attempted by the two private institutions. The record shows that twenty
faculty members from sixteen universities joined together in the first
Canada-United States Interuniversity Seminar in 1971-72 and reported,
in "A Proposal for Improving the Management of the Great Lakes of the
United States and Canada" in 1973 that, "The Governments of the United
States and Canada should initiate, on a joint basis, a comprehensive
examination of the problems associated with multiple purpose manage-
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ment of the Great Lakes in order to conserve, develop and use that unique
resource for the benefit of the people of both countries." Federal, provincial, and state government personnel actively participated in the seminar as resource persons. The idea was presented again in The Great
Lakes-Hearings before the House Committee on ForeignAffairs (93rd
Cong., 1st Sess. 634-713 (1973); and again to the Standing Committee
on Foreign Affairs of the Canadian Parliament, at their request, on March
18, 1975 (Committee Issue No. 10 of the Hearings). Furthermore, the
Second Interuniversity Seminar in 1978 recommended "an integrated
problem analysis of the lakes so that proposed solutions might better fit
existing and future conditions" (another way of repeating the same recommendation), and the issue was raised again in conferences with the
IJC U.S. Section staff in their Washington, D.C. office, and with the
Head of the Canadian Desk, his environmental advisor, and a senior
representative of the Oceans and Environment Office of the U.S. Department of State in Washington.
In 1979, one of the main themes of the IJC's Science Advisory BoardExpert Committee On Societal Affairs Workshop on Anticipatory Planning
for the Great Lakes was, "How are we to develop a Great Lakes Perspective-a view of the International Great Lakes as a whole?" "What
is the role of information and analysis in creating a Great Lakes Perspective?" "What is the role of the UC in arranging for the development
of a Great Lakes Perspective?" Three recommendations were made to
further this main theme, including recommendations for institutional change
that would provide a means for dealing with Great Lakes issues in an
anticipatory and forward looking manner.
Another approach toward Objective 1 was initiated in 1985. Rarely
has the IJC offered advice to the governments of Canada and the United
States unless specifically requested to do so. Accordingly, an Advisory
it directed to the two governments in January 1985 must be viewed as
unique and of substantial significance. This Advisory is taken up in greater
detail in the next part of this critique. At this point the reference to the
Advisory is intended only to show that continued movement toward the
development of an overview report is now required more than ever if the
governments are to meet the challenges set before them by the IJC's
Advisory.
While GreatLakes-GreatLegacy? is an importent step long sought by
others, as shown above, it does not satisfy the need for a more definitive
and broader based report about the Great Lakes. Neither does it relieve
the two governments from authorizing the kind of Great Lakes overview
report that the public and decisionmakers deserve to have as they ponder
the future management of the Great Lakes.
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By failing to identify the long history that sought to establish a logical
process to move the management of the Great Lakes forward, the Report
missed an opportunity. A recommendation demanding that the two governments undertake the task that they have for so long avoided would
have enhanced the Report.
A second opportunity missed has to do with the definition of the Great
Lakes Ecosystem, and the design of a workable program to bring about
its implementation.
The last two pages of the concluding chapter 9 of the Report, From
Agreement to Action: Implementing Programs,is entitled "Beyond Water
Quality." It starts by noting: "The broad purpose of the 1978 Water
Quality Agreement makes it a useful approach to the problems involved
in comprehensive environmental rehabilitation. But what about the issues
that extend well beyond the agreement-for example ... water quantity
issues such as lake levels, impoundments, diversions, and exports? And
what about still broader questions such as the need to reconcile economic
development with environmental improvement?"
Several paragraphs further on the discussion continues, "It is therefore
a reasonable possibility that, over the next five to ten years, water quantity
issues will become more closely integrated with the water quality considerations that are embodied in the current version of the Water Quality
Agreement. It is also possible to discern the prospect of growing convergence between economic and social development and ecosystem objectives, although this is not likely to be expressed in the form of specific
national or international agreements." And "[t]he adoption of an ecosystem approach ... implies the need for a more complete integration
of economic and environmental decision making. The Great Lakes basin
ecosystem necessarily includes everything that happens vithin the basin."
The discussion "Beyond Water Quality" is correct and makes clear the
need ultimately for an Ecosystem defined in much broader terms. What
is missing is an appreciation and documentation of the steps already taken
by the IJC and the governments toward that larger system.
The Advisory
In January 1985, the IJC provided a report to the governments of the
United States and Canada, under a Reference of 1977, on "Great Lakes
Diversions And Consumptive Uses." Part 1 of the Report contains the
IJC's findings and recommendations. In Part 2 of the Report, the IJC
offered an Advisory to the two governments. Extracts of the Advisory
follow: "In Part 1 . . . the Commission responded principally to the
physical-engineering aspects of the 1977 Reference.. . Notwithstanding
the thorough work of the Study Board ... the Commission ... is not
satisfied with ending its response to the reference at this point. To provide
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a broader and more appropriate context within which to address the longerterm prospects for the use of Great Lakes water, it seems desirable to
consider a wider range of issues within the spirit and intent of the reference, These include the following:"
* "the legal framework";
* "longer-term climatic variations and structural economic change";
* "the need to consider the INTERRELATIONSHIP OF GREAT
LAKES WATER QUANTITY AND WATER QUALITY IN THE
CONTEXT OF AN ECOSYSTEM, INCLUDING THE OTHER
THAN ECONOMIC IMPORTANCE of this vast body of water
to the millions of people who live and will live in the basin'
(emphasis added);
* (on legal considerations the Commission notes) "legislation in the
two countries has paid greater attention to water quality.... For
...

twelve years the Commission (has carried out) major ...

responsibilities with regard to the Great Lakes Water Quality
Agreements... . [Tihe Commission has observed the positive
results of co-ordinated federal-state and federal-provincial efforts
in achieving mutually agreed goals. This experience suggests to
the Commission that similarly advantageousresults might accrue
to the two countries through co-operative efforts in the field of
water quantity management" (emphasis added);
* "Neither the ... Treaty nor other (country) agreements dealing

with waters within the basin have addressed in a clear fashion a
whole range of issues raised at the initiative of one or both governments or of individual jurisdictions" (emphasis added);
* "THE COMMISSION CONSIDERS THAT, BASED ON THE EXPERIENCES OF THE UNITED STATES AND CANADA WITH
REGARD TO THE 1972 AND 1978 GREAT LAKES WATER
QUALITYAGREEMENTS, THE TWO GOVERNMENTS WOULD
BE WELL ADVISED AT THIS STAGE TO ENGAGE IN BROAD
BUT SYSTEMATIC DISCUSSIONS OF THEIR USE OF THE
GREAT LAKES WATER BEFORE THEYARE FACED WITH ANY
SENSE OF CRISIS, ACTUAL OR IMMINENT, AND BEFORE
ANY RELATIONSHIPS DETERIORATE OR BECOME JEOPAR-

DIZED" (emphasis added).
A Commentary
The above Advisory was written by the IJC in the context of the report,
"Diversions and Consumptive Uses Concerned with Water Quantity."
The overriding significance of the IJC Commentary to which we now
refer is that it is contained as a part of the Fourth Biennial Report of the
Commission issued under the authority of the Great Lakes Water Quality
Agreement. The Commentary extends beyond the restricted authority of
water quality and speaks out to again reflect the basic thought included
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in the 1985 Advisory that blended the programmatic needs of water quality
with water quantity and other Great Lakes related matter.
Extracts of the Commentary contained in the International Joint Commission's Fourth Biennial Report, March 1989, Part IV, Great Lakes
Futures," pages 48-53, are provided below:
* "Since ... 1972, substantial progress has been made in abating
specific pollution problems affecting the Great Lakes."
* "[H]owever ... even as progress is being made.., our understanding of the problem is changing."
* "The. . need for an ecosystem approach in the 1978 Agreement,
extended . .. in the 1987 Protocol, indicates . . . that narrow
analyses, without considering their overall context and the variety
of linkages within the ecosystem, will no longer be adequate."
* "The Commission... must be concerned with long term as well
as short term consequences."
" "As the relationships ... between the physical, chemical, biological, economic and social systems become clearer, the wisdom
of an ecosystem approach becomes more obvious."
* "[Tlhe Commission has encouraged the adoption of anticipatory
and preventive strategies since its 7th Annual Report under the
1972 Agreement."
* "In response to a 1978 Science Advisory Board workshop, the
Commission observed that there is value in shifting emphasis
toward the future and away from short term considerations in order
to anticipate and prevent problems rather than simply react to
them."
* "The SAB also addressed the 'anticipate and prevent' theme in
its 1987 report noting its implication for examining socio-economic issues related to the integrity of the Great Lakes Basin
Ecosystem."
" "There are a number of specific future issues requiring anticipatory
strategies that the Commission wishes to draw to the attention of
Governments .... These are Climate Change; The Chemical Dilemma; Emerging Technology; Economy-Environment Perspectives; and Focusing on The Great Lakes."
* (Regarding Economy-Environment Perspectives) "The positive links
between environmental and economic considerations in decisionmaking are increasingly being recognized .... [Tihe Great Lakes
Water Quality Agreement itself incorporates this critical relationship by specifying that the Water Quality Board should examine
programs 'in the light of present and future socio-economic imperatives.' This aspect of the Board's Terms of Reference has
received little explicit attention to date, and the linkage of environmental prerequisites to economic well being through the protection of beneficial uses has been emphasized in the 1987 Protocol.
The Commission believes that if the integrity of the Great Lakes
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Basin Ecosystem is to be maintained in the face of increasing
population demands for Great Lakes basin water and other resources, and industrial development pressures, present and future
socio-economic as well as environmental imperatives must in fact
be addressed concurrently and in a systematic way."
The end product of this line of thought is to conclude that what is
required for the long-term management of the Great Lakes Basin is INTEGRATED ECOSYSTEM MANAGEMENT. If this is so, institutional
arrangements and capabilities will have to be devised by the two governments appropriate to the tasks of such a program.
The 1979 workshop report on "Anticipatory Planning For the
Great Lakes" of the Science Advisory Board.
General specifications of such a program were outlined in this workshop
report. These called for: the development of a Great Lakes Perspectivea summary report outlining basic information about the Great Lakes as
a whole and the major problems therein; the creation of an appropriate
entity (perhaps a Standing Board) on Information Aquisition and Analysis
to gather, integrate and interpret Great Lakes data and problems both
actual and potential so as to improve the capability of the IJC to advise
governments on needed programs and policies for the Great Lakes; recognition that integrated management of the Great Lakes would be complex, difficult, and would take time, which would require priorities to be
established based on more detailed studies of actual program linkages;
and that such program linkages would need to reflect the specific interrelationships of water, land, the atmosphere, plant and animal life, and
the effect of human societies and behavior.
Next Steps In Ecosystem Application
Believing, ultimately, in the establishment of a Long Range Management Program for the Great Lakes on an Integrated Ecosystem Basis,
Professor David Allee and I devoted three years (1985-87) to a seminar
examining how to place into effect the IJC Advisory; the Commentary,
and the Anticipatory Planning Workshop findings as a further contribution
to such a Management Program.
During these three years, our seminar adopted a role as a simulated
"Ecosystem Study Board" (ESB). The ESB examined the Advisory in
detail and established a three point program to illustrate practical steps
that the two governments could follow to address the longer-term prospects for the Management of the Great Lakes on an Integrated Ecosystem
basis. These steps were based on Commission comments:
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(1) "[I]t seems desirable to consider a wider range of issues . . . " and the need to address. .. in a clear fashion a whole
range of issues raised at the initiative of one or both governments
or of individual jurisdictions";
(2) "[The two governments would be well advised at this stage
to engage in broad but systematic discussions of the use of Great
Lakes water before they are faced with any sense of crisis, actual or
imminent.... "; and
(3) "The question basic to this Report is whether institutions in
the United States and Canada will be any better prepared to deal
with a water crisis . . ." and "it questions whether the institutions
of government are in a position to make thoughtful and forwardlooking decisions about the use of water, should the need arise."
Following this three point program, a first (1985) ESB Report,
"The Great Lakes of the United States and Canada-An Ecosystem
Perspective," examined the wide range of issues confronting the two
governments together with related resource information background.
A second (1986) ESB Report proposed one way to undertake "Intergovernmental Discussions-In-Depth." A third (1987) Report considered "Great Lakes Institutions and Their Role in Implementing
Basin Issues."
The logic of the three point program carried out by the Ecosystem
Study Board (ESB) required, first, an enumeration and evaluation
of the principal issues that would confront the two governments in
considering longer-term action for the management of the Great
Lakes.
It is not as if the information for such a report was not available
in UC, federal, state, provincial, and local documents and from
universities and other sources. The initial task of the ESB was to
bring together the available at-hand information and to provide the
essential intelligence, a baseline, needed by the two governments if
and when they decide to engage in "in-depth-discussions" called for
in the IJC Advisory (They did this in the 14 week seminar period).
The resulting 1985 ESB Report, "An Ecosystem Perspective" was
200 pages long, referred to 63 citations, and identified and discussed
the principal issues of a Great Lakes Integrated Ecosystem. The
Report was designed to provide: concise background information;
enumeration of the uses and effects of water; definition of a Great
Lakes Integrated Ecosystem; relation and relative importance of ecosystem elements; and priorities among actual or potential problems.
Issues identified included:
* for water quality: nutrient control; point and non-point sources;
toxic substance control; area of concern remedial works; inadequate information problems; science policy; funding; scheduling;
allocation of research resources; and recommitment to ecosystem
approach.
* for fisheries: rehabilitation of fisheries; toxic substances and bioaccumulation; and carcinogenic effects in fish and man.
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* for wetlands: preservation.
* for endangered species: preservation.
* for waterway transportation: planning data; dredging; navigation
season intermodality; intersystems; locks and canals; ports; and
relation to other national waterway needs.
* for energy: environmental effects of hydropower; stack emissions;
facility construction lead time; facility deferrals; energy shortages;
Lake Erie natural gas; energy growth information; energy alternatives; and coordinated energy planning.
* for land and shorelines: pressure for recreational land institutions
to relate water use to land use; and effects on land of water use/
economic development/preservation.
" for lake levels and flows: effects on land use; energy development;
navigation; and diversions.
Definition of Great Lakes Ecosystem
The Report states that for the two governments to enter into broad
based discussions of Great Lakes water quality, quantity, uses and effects-an Integrated Ecosystem-it is necessary to have a working definition of that ecosystem.
In fact, however, a broader Great Lakes Ecosystem had been evolving
over the years. This evolving ecosystem, undefined in any government
or IC document, was characterized by the history and activities of the
two governments. It included, among other matters: boundary agreements; institution building (the several Boards of Control and other arrangements); agreements on levels and flows; diversions; fisheries; scenic
resources; water allocation for hydropower; air quality in the WindsorDetroit area; and water quality.
We believed that to effectively support in-depth-discussions between
the two governments, a more precise definition of an Integrated Ecosystem
had to be identified, justified, and made very explicit. The ESB accomplished this by identifying, for each specific water use or related resource,
interrelationships with other uses or resources, and by citing specific
literature describing the interrelationship characteristics. Thus, the interrelationships were identified as follows:
Category
Lake Levels
Energy
Consumptive Water Use
Water Supply:
Municipal-Industria-Agricultural
Land Use
Dredging and Solid Waste Disposal
Fisheries
Recreation
Air Quality

No. of Interrelationships

No. of Citations

13
8
9

8
9
4

10
15
4
10
10
6

4
12
5
10
13
12
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Because of seminar limitations, these data precisely describing the
elements of a Great Lakes Integrated Ecosystem were intended to be
illustrative, rather than encyclopedic. Sufficient information was provided
to conclude that an improved Integrated Ecosystem definition was outlined
and, with time and resources, could be detailed as required to provide a
working basis for discussions between the two governments on future
management options.
The Report closed by identifying a list of policies already determined
by the two governments in statute, regulation, or program to be of concern
to them. From this framework, priorities could be identified for consideration by the two governments in developing an agenda for initial indepth-discussions. The list of concerned policies were:
" Water for Drinking: U.S. Safe Drinking Water Act of 1974 et.
seq.;
* Fisheries: International Great Lakes Fisheries Convention;
* Coastal Zone: Coastal Zone Management Acts in U.S. and Canada;
* Water Quality: Great Lakes Water Quality Agreements;
* Lake Levels and Flows: Formal References from Governments;
" Navigation/Hydropower: Government Commitment towards Collaborative Action (Federal/State/Provincial);
* Energy: Government Involvement either by Government Corporation (Provinces) or by Regulatory Action (Public Servic Commissions);
* Air Quality: Formal Reference from Governments (Detroit-Windsor); Great Lakes Water Quality Agreements; Acid Rain;
" Recreation: Government Site Ownership; Unrestricted Use for Citizens of Both Countries to Facilities on Both Sides of Boundary;
and
* Diversions and Consumptive Uses: Formal Reference from Governments.
What we provided here was a start toward the definition of a Great
Lakes Integrated Ecosystem. We believe it fit the current views, and
probable desires, of the IJC. We believe it to be consistent with and
representative of the ideas expressed by the Commission in its Advisory
and Commentary to the two governments, and in the S.A.B. Anticipatory
Planning Report. In addition, these ten mandated policies are supported
by information, fiscal and manpower resources, and programs to which
governments can turn to support discussions.
Finally, the Report extended beyond these Great Lakes policies of
government concern and suggested practical priorities for "next step
action" by the governments if and when they engage in "broad but
systematic discussions of the use of Great Lakes waters before thay are
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faced with any sense of crisis, actual or imminent .
" as suggested
by the Commission in its Advisory. These priorities include:
* water for drinking: toxic substances;
* fisheries: bio-accumulation of toxic substances; coordination of
policies, programs, institutiohs;
* coastal zone: wetland preservation; erosion; land use controls;
* water quality: nutrients; toxic substances; institutions;
* lake levels and flows: shoreline interests; land management; compensation options for management;
* navigation/hydropower: infrastructure modernization (navigation);
lake levels;
* energy; rationalization of energy development; land use;
* air quality: airborne toxic substances; atmospheric deposition; research;
* recreation: access; mutuality of use; and
* diversions and consumptive uses: conservation; future needs of
the Great Lakes Basin.
The C.F./IRPP Report missed an opportunity by not recognizing how
far the IJC and the two governments have proceeded toward the adoption
of an Integrated Ecosysten--an Ecosystem that "necessarily includes
everything that happens within the basin"-and in not engaging in a more
detailed examination of the factors that must comprise such a system.
The time has arrived to make this examination now, not in five to ten
years as their Report suggests. While space, of course, is limited, something more than the brief references in the Report about the need to
consider a broader Great Lakes ecosystem would have provided an excellent opportunity to exert leadership in an area that has too long been
overlooked.
An ultimate Great Lakes Ecosystem in which everything is connected
to everything else has little practical meaning for devising management
tasks in a world of limited resources. At some point priorities have to be
established of the identified issues, the social, economic, and environmental values to be gained have to be subjected to analysis, and an
institutional framework capable of implementing management goals must
be devised. The IJC and its Science Advisory Board have made this point
to governments. An Allee/Dworsky paper delivered to the recent 1990
joint United States/Canada Water Resources Association Great Lakes
seminar in Toronto, Ontario suggests an Ecosystem Study Board as an
institutional initiative to get started on such a process.
The failure of the CF/IRPP Report to meet our expectations in this
matter does not lessen the value of the Report as a whole.
The three reports that resulted from the seminar were presented and
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published in the proceedings of the American Society of Civil Engineers
and in seminars on the Great Lakes sponsored by the American and
Canadian Water Resources Associations.
For a closing note, the Reviewer was concerned that Dr. Jack Valentine
was not identified as the principal author of the special Report of the
IJC's Science Advisory Board on the Ecosystem Approach which started
the IJC and the governments down this new trail.
LEONARD B. DWORSKY
Professor (Emeritus)
Cornell University

